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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance in view of the foregoing amendment and the following 
< ed 1 1 h w I ibund 12 -V" Is „ t 1 i v ^ 10 ond .12 are 

amended. 

; - K-iMft of Claims 1-4, 10 and 12 Under 3S D.S.C. $101 

e A - v hns 1-4, 10 and 1 unc« 5 S < v >ecause the 

k m-staiuiory subject matte- Applies i \ » a\ erses 

t -,nia s , - - " c aims 1-4, 10 and 12 comply with the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 
e : il.'s ere ale a u eo ereie and tangible result. 
The Office Action asserts that these claims fail so comply with the requirements of 
s tvn -\ •; ;vc m>e ":aof, tunc, a «*iution if the further node is a leaf node" is not useful 
concrete a» m i r cause 'liie form producing is still unknown si the further node is 
not a leaf node. The produced solution if the leaf node is a leaf node is not being available for 
use in dv na i u . empninn' an \ '> qje- pt'! \uuau m " \\ p van" tnu ernes this 
c s e to properly at c being claimed b 

<. nonh rati o bem_ claune, In odiet \unK \n n 

s m h in s ! 5 > i ! e is a lea! 

node provides i *vfuL »vt» rete em terse bk w- i! \ o wi K- nd'mi \h a v the? -h \ > could be 

i ei i a nw t ^ m a ! 

solution can provide a useful, concrete and tangible result inasmuch as it answers a query. 

Therefore, it is clear that a concrete and useful result is recited in claim I. However, the 
ffiee Ac oes era. my anal ot whet! it 1 tioi e conere \ 

ralhei nates foal ~ \ , , « : such a v, at, t ■>■ not usdui fovau-c 1 w emir uu an Vic Men 
^ ! > v v >L w rot a lea* node \ ^ «. iOvi u it a« 
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not include the steps Laxee it the node ts not a leaf node, that should not have an> hearing on 
whether what is recited reflects a useful and concrete result. An example will illustrate the point. 
Assume that there is a claim covering a faucet that automatically turns on based on a sensor that 
senses noli demeail he faucet i.he claim couk dc ecitet s Hows \ auto talk 

n nil g vim t i ^ ! p ) s * 

actuates the valve to begin the How of water. P .u .u r. *h ; v. a t 1 ~ chum i- v iu: i o vj 

a > e turn on water. CI irh c 1 c et ngihle resuh 

occurs in tins claim wherein water (lows upon ihe sensing of motion. What is not recited in this 
claim is chat beta oo N when motion is not sensed or what happens when motion stops being 
»ta e ^ s > .vOMub Mc s < \ la » esn- so ->,o tsuu^tlv 

valve to actuate to turn off the water flow? Clearly in this example there is a concrete and 
tangible result, hut the claim simply does not include all of the contingencies and alternates 
which may involve other patent claims or various other processes for what happens with 
a !e;n<. e wdu - s t nsos 

iMrexampk i applica le to the present case fhe iseful and eoncrei result deals with 
what happer.s when the Ibnher node is a leaf node. In fhe example claim abm e. the action is 
starting the How ol water. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the alternate 

s N v mt a part of 

this claim and m- < * render unpatentable under Section Of g sc > i c recited useful and 
cad) xists in claims 1,10 and 12. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
2 appropriately recite subjec r U i f N 

U.S.C. §101. 
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Refectio n of< laisns 1 -4,J1 »M. 11 M-gJjO 

The Office Action rejects claims 1-4, 10 and 1.2 under 35 IJ.S.C. §1 12, second paragraph, 
as Km. nd nte .a <sic to pout oat and di-tmc; e t r >ch h a^.nc, \>r j \^wh: 
eg: dsastk ces , ppli.c s amended claims 1 „ 10 aid 2 and espectmily submits 

v J ncn s pro\ ided 

are not m % k 1 - introduce limitations to overcome the prior art and that these claims are arguably 
paa j ib< * >a! ments But, to more fully clarify the claim language Applicant 

has ma % v s nend ner is 

} v 1 uin mu du ^1 lOandirkt u v. o* Kc a . k i a ode ' 
renders the chants h.ueKnire v, s<. , ^ mi clear v ha is iK ^un node I he ( hike Action 

H lt S * x * i ! U f ^ n j j 1 <P v\ i . „t i \\ 

referenced. Applicant submits that amended claim I clarifies what the stream nodes are. 
Applicant uoale v ua ! hat -eierence to the q\\ ik.mo', wither t > okai and certainly 
would teach one of skill in the art what the stream nodes arc. For example, paragraph ['004 6 j of 
the spec cation teaches ssnc ig eael nodeqtfen o in a que g pattern I it a stream 
T t , [ \ vk,j' f" Lr ^ m I v ps t ->crtanoni o ued. w ru est ^ m ><xL 
•i , . " -at vf* no, cs} t no node*, m the stream are sorted by their (Doeid, LeftPos) 

< s v\v c in tois ux ska ^ ^ i > 'ca iad iv 

manipulation a- id v of these i u nodes is j< (. u i disclosed. Accord inch. Applicant 

1 h v » art would unders id iccon equipments 
of 3 5 IJ.S.C. §112. the meaning of the recited clause "the stream nodes". Applicant respectfully 
s s 5 ! vith rt t.o this clause are pate 

\ i. ! n s i ; i pep] a' s v. ! s \ . i 

via, n i 1 <k ulehmtc het<us^ .t .s no i , !au i k ir."Oi KO V \, or 
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t v \vJ <i>\\ ^ v m< v ssstcm temove the partial arwc? ^pp >. s 
respectful!) notes that v J in term*, when re,id n i n of she . n ^ the specification, 

> I <. the art vdiaUhc n i u v ^ <. ! ! J 

Applicant notes paragraph [0050] in which the algorithm path stack is discussed, 1 his algorithm 
is shown in way of pseudo code in figure 4. Paragraph [0050] notes that in line 2 of the 
! i i w .stream containing the next n.kk x v.- s caches thai 

lines 3-5 en *s par: x> m' <m the -lacks that cannot he extended to total answers, given 

itnvlethp he next sire; tode to be processed hsse his as th c g i 
sp^-j; mamoi. \ppiieanf submits that one of skill in the art would understand what a partial 
answer and a full answer means end further using the path stack algorithm how to remove partial 

\ , 10 K .xk ided to full answers. Applicant notes that this 
discussion of the specification is not meant to incorporation unclaimed limitations but to give an 
explanation of why one of skill in the art when reading the specification would obtain enough 
basic u t t e su > » „ of an example process such that one could practice the limitations recited in 
the claims, 

co V i x e u-ts claims 1, 10 and 12 asserting that the clause "producing 
solutions if the further node is a leaf node'" renders the claims indefinite because it is unclear 
what happens it* the mm* node is not a leaf node. Applicant incorporates the argument above 
t i K > nit eject! ndi >b. hat what posivh c ed h * s > producing 
solutions if the further node is a leaf node is a defini te limi tation mid an understandable 
limitation of one of skill in the art. Just in the same sense that it would he clear to one of skill in 
heat t ) sceion whers notion sensot enses moth b ndi tandabk 

lotwathstandim hen na be multiple wa>s of handling tl m? recess*, how to turn oil 
water or what to do when a motion sensor does not sense motion Applicant would submit that 
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just because claims L 10 and 12 do net recite what happens when a further node is not a leaf 

1.12. k k id respectfu li 1 s I * c >n 

wilii 35 U.S.C, §112 and further that claims 2-4 which depend from claim ! are also in 
compliant 
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CONCLUSION 

.we \ eject re ik'm! |u v •> H-h^rre- ihai iho 

!' „ luoi i hs ru<. u t -> i ^ ^ v.« > > 

lent thorkec - < i^aooii, Irviag, 

Stelaeone & Pr»ss t LLC, Account No. 50-2960 tor urn deikicno ormgnnmncm. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
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